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REPLY COMMENTS OF AT&T CORP.

Pursuant to the Public Notice issued on February 14, 1997, AT&T

respectfully submits its Reply to the Comments filed in response to BellSouth's petition for

forbearance, under Section 10 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, from the

application of the requirements of Section 272 of the Act to BellSouth's "reverse

directory" and E911 services. 1

First, the Comments confirm that BellSouth has failed to address -- let

alone meet -- the Section 1O(b) requirement that "forbearance will enhance competition

among providers of telecommunications services. ,,2 Absent such a showing, BellSouth

cannot satisfy the public interest standard of Section lO(a)(3) of the Act.

To the contrary, the Comments ofMCI and Sprint suggest that the

continued provision of traditional and reverse directory services on an integrated basis by

BellSouth will frustrate, not promote, local exchange competition -- a critical showing

2

Comments were filed by Ameritech, AT&T, Bell Atlantic, MCI and Sprint.

See MCI at 8-10; Sprint at 4-6.
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under Section 10 on which BellSouth has been completely silent. For example, MCI

describes in detail in its Comments (pp. 4-11) its inability to obtain directory assistance

information from BellSouth which includes subscriber listings of third party LECs,

notwithstanding that BellSouth makes use of that information for its own directory

services. In light of the fact that CLECs such as MCI do intend to offer competing

directory services and "nondiscriminatory access to BellSouth's directory database is

absolutely necessary for competing providers like MCI, ,,3 the purported actions of

BellSouth underscore the anticompetitive and discriminatory implications ofits petition. 4

These Comments thus compel denial ofBellSouth's request that the Commission forbear

from enforcing the very safeguards that were established to protect competition.

BellSouth's petition is also an inappropriate vehicle for the Commission to

grant blanket forbearance for all Bell Operating Companies, as Bell Atlantic requests (pp.

1-5). First, the Commission did not broaden its inquiry, as established in its Public Notice,

to whether it should forbear from application of Section 272 to any carrier or class of

carriers beyond BellSouth. Thus this proceeding is an improper forum to address such a

request. In any event, as confirmed by the Comments ofMCI, Sprint and AT&T, the

petition fails to address -- let alone meet -- the critical standards of Section 10 as to the

3

4

MCI at 9.

Similarly, Sprint (pp. 4-6) raises concerns that BellSouth's provision of directory
services on an integrated basis "gives rise to possible hann to competing providers of
reverse directory service," "also may hann local exchange competition," and "will
make it more difficult to detect or prevent improper cost allocations and other
discriminatory activity." Sprint also questions (pp. 2-4) whether BellSouth's on-line
reverse directory service was "previously authorized."
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specific services provided by BellSouth. It clearly offers an insufficient record to warrant

the blanket forbearance authorization that Bell Atlantic seeks. S

WHEREFORE, BellSouth's petition for forbearance must be denied.

Respectfully submitted.

By_.---={;1=.....:~A1TZ_-_'.~-,-_--=:,__
Mark C. Rosenblum
Leonard J Cali
Ava B. Kleinman

Its Attorneys

295 North Maple Avenue
Room 3252J 1
Basking Ridge, New Jersey 07920
(908) 22] -8312

March 17, 1997

Bell Atlantic's Comments are strikingly similar to BellSouthls petition in that Bell
Atlantic is silent as to the impact of forbearance on competition in the local exchange
market.
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